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Although enrollment is <Jne of the bases by which the 
state funds its segments of higher education, different assumptions 
and calculation methodologies exist between the California State 
Oniversity and Colleges a^nd the Oniversity of California in 
determining the enrollment statistics reported for budgetary 
purposes. The state legislature therefore demanded development of 
standards^ ^nd reporting criteria. This report provides a common 
termijioi:6gy as an assistance to those people concerned with 
developing more reliable means of comparing segmental enrollments. 
The principal differences between OC and the state university and 
colleges^^^irr^in determining full-time equivalent (FTE) students, . and 
in designating students as lower division or upper divisio^ 
undergraduates. The glossary of enrollment terms designed by .the 
staff of the Postsecondary Education Commission is discussed and 
recommendations for improving the budget proposal process are 
offered. (LBH) 
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Califoigpa Postsecondary 
Education Commiss^^on 



Resolution 25-76 



WHEREAS i- 



' 'V Concerning Recommendations 

F.or Commonal ity of Enrollment Related 
terms for the University of California and 
the Caljfprnia State University and Colleges 




557 directs the California Postsecondary 



WHEREAS, 



ably 

:ion ^^SS^mmission . ' . to develop uniform standards 
ritetia fot' reporting the actual and estimated student" 
enrollment at the University of California and at the 
California S^te University and Colleges," and 

Assembly Bill 557 cal^;s for such standards and criteria 
to be "uniform for the " two segments to the extent 
feasible and desirable, so as to facilitate comparisons 
of the costs and needs of the two segments," and 



WHEREAS, Commission staff has reviewed present terminology with * 
representatives of^both senior segments, and 

WHEREAS, The Conanission * s Standing Committee on Information Systems 
hasr voted to recommend to the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission adoption of 'staff recommendations for' 
common terminology for both segments; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the California Postsecondary Education Commission 

recommends commonality of enrollment related terminology 
an^ definitions' for use both by the University of Cali- 
fornia and by:the California State University and Coll^eges, 
as appropriate, as these terms appear in the Commission 
staff *s report, which by reference becomes part of this 
resolution, and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the California Postsecondary Education Commission 

recommends t^o the-Govenfor and the Legislature that these 
commonly defined tei^ms be used for budgetary reporting of 
enrollments for the 1978-79 bud!getary year, and be it 
further 




RESOLVED, That the report be transmitted fo;rmally to the Legislature, 
the Governor, the Board of Regents' of the University of 
California, and to the Trust^s of the California State 
University and Colleges for their consideration. 



Adopted 

December 13, 1976 
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Common Enrollment Related Terms for' 
the Univers=ity of California and 
the California' State University and Colleges r 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS : 

i 

1. Although the overall/missions of the Calif prnia State University 
and College,$ and the University of Calif otnia differ, their respon- 
sibilities to provide for instruction at the undergraduate and 
master's level are essentially similar,- 

2. The level of academic courses and the coilrse credit' loads of master's, ^ 
degree students and first year doctoral students within the University 
of California are similar. ^ ' ^ 

3. Procedures used by the ^^ents for reporting full-time/equivalent 
student enrollment's in their budget proposals are disslinilar. 

4. Commission staff has not found a valid reason, fior the University 
of, California and the California State University and Colleges, for 
reporting undergraduate, master's and doctpral I FTE enrollments in 
a dissimilar manner. 

RECOMMENDATION ' . * * 

Commission staff recommends that the University of California 
and the California St^te University and Colleges, in presenting 
budget proposals , submit FTE ehrollment statistics for under- ^ 
graduate r master's and doctoral I students in each of two for- 
mats: (1) by level of instruction, and (2) by level of student. 
\ ' ■ 

5. Although theju^iversity of California and the Calif gmia Stite 
University aQd Colleges cooperate in joint doctoral programs, instruc- 
tion at the doctoral II level is primarily a function of the University. 
Professional level instruction, aP^efined.in Appendix B, page four, 

is. e^tclusive to .the uAiv^.rsity, Stents at these levels utilize 
institutional; resources in ^aMif fereAt manner than do students at^^^rttier 
levels. Formal course credits are not as accurate a measure of the 
students' utilization of resources as ^s the case for students at the 
• undergraduatflll master ' s and doctoral I levels. 



RECOMMENDATION 



Commission staff recommends that student credit units generated 
by doctoral II and professional students Jbe deleted from calcu- 
lations of FTE spudent enrollment both by level of instruction 
and by level of student. The Full-Time Equivalency of doctoral II 
and professional students for bud^ehary reporting purposes, 
should continue to be based on a student' s rate of progress to 
the degree relative to the-"normal" rite for students at the 
doctoral II or professional level. The FTE \^alues should be one 
of the following: O.Off^, 0.25, 0.50, tO. 75, 1.00. 



• » . 

^6-* Undergraduate students are classified as either lower division or 
\ \' upper division. Traditionally, and currently in the majority of 
\ ^ states, institutions have classified students based upon completion 
\ of half of the credit units required for the baccalaureate. Insti- 
tutions on the quarter system, including all campuses of the University 
> and seven campuses of the State Unive;rsity arid Colleges, generally 
require 180 units for degree completion, although in some instances 
there are factors which may necessitate the completion of credit units 
* beyond this general requirement, e.g. , acceptability of transfer units 
in the major^ change of major, one year full-time residency requ^.re- 
ment, five year baccalaureate programs. Half of 180 units is 90 units. 
The California State University and Colleges classifies students for 
reporting purposes as either lower division or upper division based 
on 90 quarter units. 'The University of California reports students 
as either lower division or upper division based on 84 student crjflit 
uixits. , I . , , . 

7. Unless both segments define student lever in the same manner, ta 
comparisons of 'student credit -distribution, Full-Time Equival 
lower /upper division student mdbc can be made. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Commission staff recommends a common accounting procedure for 
reporting undergraduate enrollm^t on quarter system campuses 
of the University of California, ^d the California State 
Uni*versity and Colleges as follows: 

lower division 0,0 - 89.9 units 

upper divisiori 90 units 
> i 

8. Dissimilar terms 'are used by the Dep^i^tnient of Finance in displaying 
enrollments for the University of California and the California State ^ 
University and Colleges in the Governor's ^Budget, Additionally, when 
the same term is used, it has different meanings for each segment. 




RECOMMENDATION 



Commission staff recommends common terms and uses oif terms for 
reporting enrollments in the Governor's Budget. For enrollment 
in the year prior to the year in which the budget is presented, 
the term ACTUAL should be used. For current year estimates of 
enrollment f» staff recommends the term ESTIMATED, The legislatively 
mandated enrollment support level for the current budget year 
should be reported as BUDGETED, For the budget request year, ^ 
staff recommends the term PROPOSED, 
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BACKGROUNi) 



Enrollment is of ^^^bas^s by which the state funds its segments 
of higher educati^o^'^^^^ assumptions and calculation methodo4.ogies 

exist, howeveri^^^B^Bwe^^ and Colleges and the 

University in ^Ife^^^NM statistics which are reported for 

budgetary purg|fe«J^^'^^ have been done to address this problem 

of^noncomparaajil* and funding methodologies between the 




two senior se 

V 

Stkte-level, polfp3^^^H!|toers;;and decision makers have been hampered in the ' 
past, by .lack of ^omp^fflEb^^ in information u^ed. to desdrlbe postsecondary 
education. ThisliarobKm is ndt limited to California. Recognizing the 
sl^tuation as national in scope, both the National Center for Education 
Statistics of th^^U.S. Department .o£ Heailtli, Education, and Welfare, and 
the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems of, the 
Western Interstate Commission for Higher* Education have been working for 
"the past eight years to develop anci implement a common terminology among 
institutions and among the states |as a step in the direction of developing 
comparable information. Although flnstitutions have generally accepted 
several products of these two organizations,, i.e. , the Higher Education 
General Information Survey Taxonomy of Instructional Disciplines, and 
the Program Classification Structure, it is safe to say that few institu- 
tions oj: states h^ave implemented these products in the same manner. 

Federal publication^ would ^lead the reader to believe a great deal of 
comparability exists in data submitted by 3^000+ institutions across 
the nation through the annual Higher Education General information Survey, 
(REGIS). All- institutions report, for example, their "Full-Time,'' "Part- 
T^ime," "Full-Time Equivalent of Part-Time," and "Total Credits Enrolled. 
.,BDr" categories oi enrollment on the REGIS "Fall Enrollment and Compliance 
°keport of Institutions of Higher Education." However, the definitions of 
these terms are left to the institutions.-'- 

Later, in 1969, the Joint Committee on Higher Education of ^he California 
Legislature published a report entitled The Challenge of Achievement , in 
which it was noted that over twenty different definitions of "student" 



lHote the HKGIS.. definition of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Enrollinent 6f 
Part-Time Students is: • 

(1) Use a method already employed in your institution to compute 

FTE's for some other purpose, (OR) * . * 

(2) Sum the credit hours for part-time, students and dividfe by the 
normal full-time /:redit-hour load .^ Note: Divide by normal , 
or average full-time loa4, not by the minimum full-time. load. . 

' Jor most institutions, this will be 15 credit-houts (not 12), (OR) 

(3) Assign a fractional value of full-time to each part-time student, 

^ appropriate to your .institution, such as 1/4, 1/3, or 1/2. Remember 
that a student taking 3/4 (75%) or more of a normal full-time load 
should be classified as* a full-time student. 



were in use by various institutions and agencies in State government at ' 
that time*2 The report suggested that; there existed three priri^^al 
categories in which students could Sand* should' be defined: (1) '^s^udent^V 
or "individual student" (comparable to the prestotg^def initi^on of *!hg[&dcbunt 
students"), meaning any individual enrolled regardless of the number o£ • 
units tpr which s/he was enrolledV (2) "full-time stu4*uj:," on^.taking at 
least 12 (twelve) units, plus all University- graduate stUdentaj^nd •.. . 

(3) "full-rti^ie equivalent 'student," a combination fullw|i;|e atii P^^t-» , 
time students^ derived by dividing t'oiial student crfedit, unlf s a 'keaSure* 
of full-time load*^ Even though the report used thes'e'^^attegorieg for / 
defining students, it was" noted that since both the University and the 
State yniversity and Colleges used different methodologies, for Accounting 
for full-time equivalent students, resulting measures wieret^ot exabtly 
comparable; for certain detailed purposes.^ ' 

The issue of comparability of information came to light • again in 1971 
when the Coordinating Council for Higher Education .W^^s directed by tjie 
Legislature (Senate Concurrent Resolution 105) to cati^uct ^ 'study oa the 
Costs of Instruction in California's Public Hilhet:, Educatloti> . Data 
frgm th^ University and the State University and -Cqlil^^^^^ reported v 

to the Coordinating Council both by "level of student"^ t^fp6asure of 
student progress towards a degree) and by "level of instruction" (a measure 
based on courses in which students are enrolled).^ A major goal of the 
report was to achieve comparability in data and terminology, whil^e attempting 
to, isolate and describe Variations in accounting and tiiidgeta^ry systems. 

The Costs of Instruction report noted that techni;icgit.e^ used for allocation 
of instructional expenditures by ij]p.evel of i;istructio^i" and by "level of 
student" are not comparable. Both senior segments reported graduate 
instruction ^by graduate regular inst?ruction ^nd graduate independent study; 
yet differences still remained between the^^^^ents in their definition ;V 
of workload constituting a full-time equivalent studient, with the ntajor • . 
differences occuring at the graduate I and graduate 'if ^leyelsv \ f 

The report found that the proportion- of cojirses tal^en by lot^er and upper 
division- students at different levels, of iiistructidp were appiroximately the 
same for students enrolled at bot>h the University of Califoi^tia and the 
California State University and Colleges,^" Howevejr, the proportions 

' • ■ . ■ ^ ■'■ 

; -f - . V 

2. Joint Committee on Higher Education of the California Legislature, The 
Challenge of Achievement , 1969, p. 30. \' V 

3. Ibid. 0 

4. Ibid. 

5. Cpordiilating Council for j^glier. Education, The Cost ot . Instruction 
in- CalAgomia Public Higher Exudation, February 1974.' 



varied at %he gr^duafe level. At, the University^ .the, graduate student 
enrolled for the majority 'of his cou^e w^ork *at 4he -graduate ;;,leve£, 
while at- the §tate University . and CoELegei, tk^e graduate student enffollea 
for the tnajority of his course wo5^k at "feh^'un^er^r^du^te level. 



^ Due ta these various, dififerences aj|d practices, a^^niimber of projects 
dealing with the problem pf noncomparability :in definitions between; 
California '-s senior segments of Higher, education were undertaken. Onf df 
the most notable, but never pompleted^^piroj.ects , ^ was known as the Hl^lier /.^ 
Education Budget Projec^f.. A select grbiip of individuals from the segments 
and from several State agencies ^^rVed oo the Task Force for tb^d prpject.- 

0 During its firgt polXcy/meeting in February l9Z2, 'the following 'first 
phase objective Was Jadoptfed: ; . ' ■ ^' 

"SeliBct for usag^^by the,Universi;,y an(J the State University.. " 'v 

and Colleges an interim and compatible faculty tludgetdtng ' ■ ^' 

approach fo deVelSp.^^d present' the 1973-74 instructional ' , 

budget to the Department .of Finance and the Legislature. ^'6' , 

The following limitatj^omwas one' of ^ three 'placed on the f';Lrst phase ^ ^ 
objective: ' ' * 

'*» ' • , - ■ * * * 

"That essential common def initions^^r acceptable conventions 
( e.g« , faculty,, student"^, e'tc.O will be e^abli^Hed for initial 
use within the cbntext of 'faptiltjy staff . kid instructional 
budgeting' only. Ii\^othef WQrds,^sage of these definitions, 
would not be appropriate ^of other putposes."^* ■ , ^ 

Many short reports of the Higher ^Edudat ion Budget Project Task Force 
noted the nSed for comparable inf^rmationf-..^ lii addition, the Task FcPrce 
felt that ins truest ional program Meds'j^hould be determin€j4 by enroll- 
ments. This could be attaln^vby%eveloping comparable definitions, of r 
enrollment at both the .Instru^ional level ^^d student level. ,The 'Task 
Force dijscussed advantages and di^s^vant^ages of ^oth measures — level' 
of instruction an^ level of sty^^n^ — and applied bqth m€?as1jires to 
several complex budget f ormul%i^^<iS^t^ resolution was re4chedv prior 
to dissolution of the ^^^^'^^^^^^^^^ i 

Since 1972, several addition^ ^^IPes rella|:q.d^o Enrollment have also 
noted that -terms and their applications hav^; differed between the 
University and the St'-^te University and Colleges. „^ The most receAt legis- 
lati^ve expressioii of concern regarding ei^z.her ci^parability, . commonality 
or unifopnity was AB 557 (Kapilof f ) , signed into law .in September of\ . 
1975. It directs the California Postsecondary Education Commission to: 



' — " -aS- 

6. Take>n from the Narrative Report of the Higher Education Bddget 
Project Task Force, February, 1972. , / 

7 . Ibid . ' . 9 



: . . deprelop standards aiad criteria for reporting the actual 

and estdiaateci student enrollment ;at the Ufli^.versity of Calif omiai 
, , Sind at the California ^a^e .Universftjj;. and Colljeges, Such ^ 
y standards shall be uniform for t^e .two' segments to the extent 
\ feasible.^} (Sfee Appendix ^A) ' \ } ^ 

It; Was the intent of the Legislature that cbmmeriding with thjB 19??-^^^^^ 
flFsca]|; year, budgetary xequests and appropriations based^up|n sttident * 
enrollment ''c^jnS'ider the utilization of the ^^tandard^flrecol|i^'ded by the 
Commission. Nonuniformity in-'cuihfent terminology and definitions cpn- 
tribute tp^^inakingv comparlefons between *progr,ams and ina^tutions^ in the 
two se^eijlts Impropier and'unreliasbi:ter^ Jt is the intept pi t^is study to 
provide a jldommbn terminology as an assistance , to thojSfe^>J)eOple ^dncerned 
with developing mor% reliable meaps of comparing se^^taX enrQ^lments. 
The i>r^^ipal, differences between t^'' University of (J^lifor^a«iiknd thd . 
Cfill^iiilja Sta)t^. Oniversity and Cpileges arfi in determining' 'fyll-tiflie 
equi'wlent (FTE) gtudents, and in designating*^ students ais lowetr division 
or upper division il^der graduates. ' r ^ - 

in liky of 1976, representatives of the systenwide admiljlistratj.ons of 
the two segiients met wlth> staff of the Comm4,ssion to xilscuss ^dimilarities 
and differences between definitions o% enrollment related temis* Subse- 
quent to* this meeting Commission staff met with staff of the department 
of F<Lnance 'and of the, Legislative Ana^yst^s office. As a result of these 
meet^gsi Coi^nnis^ion staff compiled a glossary of enrollment related terms 
as. use3 by the University California and by the California State 
University. and Colleges. Cortinissiori staff then proposed definitions for 
these terms. /(Appendix B) j ' 

The Glossary 

As a first step in providing the means -'ih draw valid comparisons between 
the University and the State University and Colleges, staff of ithe 
Posts^condary Education Cqmmission .(CPEC) designed a glossary of enrollr 
-ment related teirms (Appendix B) . ' A variety of soyrces were used to 
s^iject term* which staff felt needed either better definition and/or a 
higher level of 6omparability between both senior segments. Sources 
reviewed in the selection process included: segmental data element 
dictionaries, the Governor **s Budget , the Legislative Analyst's "Analysis 
of the Budget Bill," arfd the newly designed 'Vnrollm^t file" data element 
^dictionary of the Commission's Information Svstem. 

With the assi-stat^ce of representatives of tttfe University and the State ^ 
.Un4.^ersity and Colleges, and aftj^r Commission staff reviewed over 100 ^ 
tennis ^d definitions, a draffglossary, containing comparable definiti^^ons 
for 12 (twelve) primary enrollment related terms was circulate among 
"staf f .^t Systemwfde Administration Offices of the University pf California 
and 'ithe^^^Calif omia State University and Colleges for conkent. The glossary 
displays proposed Commission staff definitions for enrollment related terms 
comparable for both segments, where comparability is judged by .Commission 
staff to be both feasible and desirable. " The intent Qf the glossar*y is 



(1) the comparability based on existing definitions; ' / 

(2) computational procedures based on similarities and differen^feS* 



in existing definitions; and/or 



/ 



'<3) the adoption- of new terns 'Mid definitions for 'reporting student 
enrollment. ' \ ^ . , 



Discussion of Enrollment Terms . . * , o 

Many problems were encountered while attempting to develop comparable 
definitions of terms, e.g. , several terms are used by the University 
which ar^ not used by the State University and Colleges, and vice versa. 
In addition, a nuihber of terms appearing in the Governor ' 9, Budget are not 
used by either segment, and when terms were the same for both segments, 
the definitions differed. Although several terms a^d definitions were 
compatible, the applications or uses of these terms differed between the 
two ^ senior segments. Therefore, an apparent incompar ability in student 
accounting procedures needed resolution. (For example, the University' 
uses 84 1/2 quarter student credit units as a standard for designating. a 
student as upper division; the State University and Colleges uses 90 
qiiarter student credit units) . 

Staff engaged in a detailed review of ^ noncomparability in terminology 
by doing one of the following: , (1) adopting one of the segmental defini- 
tions; or (2). by modifying an existing definition; or (3) by proposing 
a new definition. Staff recommended a comparable definition for each o'f 
the following terms : . 

Headcount Enrollment / 

. Average Term Enrollment - Headcount 

. Average Term Enrollment - FTE 

. Undergraduate Full-Time Equivalent / 

. ^ (Jraduate Full-Time Equivalent 

', . 

^ *%v=ej of Instruction > 



>^::teW:of Student 
rt X''* Student Contact Hours 



m: '-^w 

^ ^ • ;Fli:^-Time Undergraduate Student 



ull-Tlme Graduate Student 



. '^Part-Time Undergraduate Student 
. Bart-Time Graduate Student 

-7- 



Enrbllment (i€if initions for counting students are established for a ' , 
variety of segmental ptirposes, aijd fE&ny definition^ are based on differing 
philosophies arid missions at the* segmental 'Level. Commission staff feels., 
hbwever, that commb&dlit-y.^ in tep;^^ can be attained for' both the 

under graduated and graduate ^S'Jents'for both level of student '^andvlev^l 
of instruqtion,'^aad^^h^i^|^je, recommends adopting definitions, of terms 
included in the "CJlossary ''of Enrollment Related, 'Terms for the University 
of California and thfe Califo.m^a State University and GolXeges," 
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DISCUSSION AN-P RECOMMENDATICTiS ' , 

It has been difficult in the past for members of the Legislature to 
. evaluate budgetary support and capit^il outlay needs of the University of 
^California and the California St^ate University and Colleges. One source 
of thi^ difficulty has been the lack of .comparability in enrollment terms. 
Even wh^ the same, terms have been adopted, e.g. , Full-Time Equivalent 
Student, tfie, computational basis for reporting the data has been different 
In order to bring some^degrde of "comparability to discuaa^on of enrollment 
AB 557 (Kapiloff) was chaptered into law in 1975. The law directs the 
California ?ostsecondary Education Commission to: - 

* . • develop standards and criteria for repcfrting the 
actual and estimated student enrollment at the University *\ 
of California and at the California State University and;;^ ' 
Colleges. Sufch standards and criteria shall be uniform for 
the two segments to tSS^ extent feasible and desirable> so ^;^^\ 
as to facilitate comparisons of the costs and nee4s of th^ 
two segments." (Appendix A) ' ^ , 

The pl>rase "to the extent feasible and desirable'V served as, an eyer 
present reminder during the course of the present^ study, thatj the 
University and the State Universitjr and Colleges differ both in Mas ion 
and in administration. These differences are most pt'onoun<^ed at the 
graduate lev^l. The Commission staff determined that to rdcioiijbiend com-t 
parablj|||| for full-time^ equival^t students (PTE); definitions across 
^11 le'^^L's of graduate students would obscurje the unique miadion of the 
University. With, this exception, however, iiiost ojther terms and Compu- 
tational "procedures used ^:n enrollment statement^ applicable to under- 
graduate students, master's degree studi^uts, and doctoral I students 
can be reported in a comparable mannj^r. 

Cat^ories* of students common to bo^ segments,' anc^ unique to the 
Univeri^ity are listed below. Comparable terminology is possible, of 
course, only in those areas commo^ to both segments. 

'Commpn Studl^nt' Categories 

o 

Undergraduate . ^ 

Lower Division 
Freshman 
* Sophomore 

" • . U^per Division • 

Junior 

Senior * . . 



Graduate 

Master's 
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University Unique Student Categories 
Doctoral I 

* 

: Doctoral II * * ,^ ' 

Professional ' " - . . 

Enrollment terms referred to most frequently' in budgetary discussions 
are listed and defined ^In Appendix B. Principal differences between the 
segments which could not be resolved amon^ segmental representatives and 
Commission staff were (1) the student credit unit determination deai^;^ 
noting undergraduate students as freshmen, sopljgmores, juniors, seniors,^ 
lower division and upper division, an^' (2) the FTE student computational 
procedures . . , , . < ^ ■ ' 

Undergraduate ^ Loyer Division/Upper Division Status / : 

An undergraduate academic degree generally calls for successful comple- 
tion of 120 - 124 semestet, or 180 quartet^ credij^fi iinits. Ttaditionally, 
across the nation, students who have cmpleted l^ss than half <Jf the , 
total number of units required for the degree are considered 'lower 
division studients, while those who have completed-half or more are con- 
sidered upper division students. Although, the California State University 
and Colleges follows. this pattern -for designating students by level, the 
University of Calif pmia dois not do so. 



Present 

Undergraduate Student Classification, Quarter' Units 



Student Level 


. CSUC 


Lower Division 


O.d - 89^9 


Freshman 


0.0 - '44.9 


Sonhoroore 


^ 45.0 - 89.9 


Upper Division 


90.0 + « 


Junior 


90.0 - 134.9 


Seni<^ 


135.0 rf 



uc ■ 

" 0.0 - 83.5 

I . 

0.0 - 40.0 

40.5 - 81. 5 

■ i. 

84.0 + • 
84". 0 - 134.^ 
135,0 + j 



As a consequence of this dissimilarity, the^Universlty would a|)pear to 
have a gf eater proportion of its undergraduate student body inliRper 
division due to a lower student unit requirement for upp^^r division 
classification, than ^ould be the case were the University to use a 
"half of total credit units required for graduation" system. Unless 
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both segments define level of student in the same 'manner, no comparisons 
df student credit unit distribution, full-time equivalent students or 
upper division/ lower division mix can be made between the University and 
the State University and Colleges? 

■ 

Basic to any attempt at achieving comparability in enrolliqent' related 
terms, is that student level must be defined identically.. Cocpiission 
staff recommends adoption by the University of the following classifica- 
tion system for budgetary^ reporting purposes: 



ProposejJ 

Undergraduate StudeiTt Classification 
Quarter Student Credit Units 

Lower Division 0.0 - ^89.9 

6.0 - 44.9 X 
45.0 - " 89.9 ]'",.. 

> 90.0 
90.0 - 13^19 

> 13^ .:o 



Enrollment Estimating 

AB 557 directed the Commission to develop uniform staijKjards and driteria 
for reporting actual and estimated student enrollment within the two 
senior ^gments. "Actual" enrollment refers to past enrollment figures - 
something which has already been accounted -for and considered an Tiistoric 
fact. "Estimated" enrollment refers to- an approximation of something 
unknown. Curre'nt year enrollment as it appears in the Governor *s Budget 
must be estimated inasmuch as census data for the fall term have not been 
verified ]>y the time the budget-^ proposal is presented. EstJinating ciir- • 
rent enrollments can be done in a number of ways, but- usually includes 
taking recent historic trends into consideration (See Appendix C fo^r 
a further discussiori) . . ^ ;« 

1 ■ . - 

Enrollment projections are estimates made by both the University and 
the State University and Colleges, and by the Department of Finance. The 
methodology followed by the Department of Finance and the two senior ' 
segments are quite similar. One-year fall headcount enrollment projections 
are prepared by the Department of Firt^nce, Population Research Unit, and 
forwarded to each segment. These projections are then modified by the 
segments in cooperation with the Department of Finance based upon seg- 
mental policy considerations,^ recent experiences of the campuses, and 
segmental conversion of headcount enrollment to FTE enrollment . Ten- 
year projections are updated annually based upon trends evidenced in the 
year prior to the year in whic^h the projections are made. 



Freshinan 
Sophomore 
Upper Division 



Junior 
Senior 



Inasmuch as the methodologies for estimating project;ed enrollments of 
the two segments, are essentially the same. Commission staff recommends 
no change. However, it should be recognized that alt^iough me'thodologdes 
for estimating headcount enrollment are essentially the same, conversion 
of these estimates to FTE enrollments differ sub s'tantiaily between the 
two segments • . The Calif omia' State University and Qplleges • calctilatea - 
"TE in reference to the level of instruction^ as well as\by l;eyel of student. 

le University of California, on the other harift, calculates FTE based on 
:he class level of students. 

is the recommenidation of Commission 'staff that both actual enrollments 
and enrollment estimates of FTE students be reported by. level of. instruc- 
tion for '*all students other than- doctoral II and professional students, ^ 
and by level of student for all student levels including doctoral II and 
.professional students. 

Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTE) 

Full-Tlme Equiv^ency is a measure of enrollment which can be calculated 
by either (1) dividing the total ntmber of student credit units by some 
standard student load measure for a specific period of time; or (2) by 
assigning a rate of progress by a student tpwards a degree (0.00, 0.-25,^ 
0.50, 0.75, 1.00; FTE at the graduate- level) . In using, eijther methodology, 
FTE becomes a principal element in determining the need fot- Institutional 
resourci^s. Aciditional FTE faculty requested by an Institution', for 
example, is based* on the number of 'additional FTE students expected to 
enroll in the forthcoming budget year. 

Students are qlassified by level of progres^ towards^ a degree, i,e. , 
freshmen anil sophomores (lower division) , juniors and aenlorsi (upper 
division), and master's, professional, doctoral I and dqqtdr^l ll students 
(graduate students). Courses ,^1ht©ig^er, are classified by l^v^^l of 
Instruction, i.*e. , lower division, upper division, or graduate. Students 
generate credit units when enroll]^ in classes. Lower division courses 
are taken on occasion by upp^r dl^d.sion and graduate studehts, and con- 
versely lower divlsipn students take on occasion upper^ division and even 
graduate coursework. j 

Tables 1 and 2 illustrate the percent distribution of student credits by 
y^th level of instjruction and. level of student. -.^ 

Table 1 distributes total .credit" units gerierated by l^^grjetl of inst^ction, 
> credit units generated from all lower diviflion courses^ distributed 
by the level of atudetrts registered for these credit u^its, . The State 
University and Colleges reports that of all lower division course credits 
taken by studenta> 56.68% were generated by lower divisioi .students;, 
40.14% by upper division^ students; and 3.18% by graduate students. 



1"^ 



■A'-Wf V ifV^t''- '■■ ■.^3.-'' 



Percent Distribution df^'tlih^rgj^paiiiate/Graduate- Student \ 

Levk cTf Student"^ J ' 



Credit Units 1^ Ley^ cTf Studenf" 



/ 



Student Level 



Level of 


Lower Division 


Upper Division 


Graduate 1 


Graduate II 


Instruction 


UC 


CSUC 


UC 


. CSUC 


UC . CSUC 


UC 


CSUC 


Lower Division 


65.92 


56.68 


33.10 


40.14 


0.59 3.18 


0.39 


N/A 


Upper Division 


. 15.35 


12.13 , 


: 78.33 


*73.35 


3.86 14.51 


2.46 


N/A 


Graduate 


0.20 


0.53 


3.02 


5.87 


32 .87 93.60 


64 .00 


N/A 



1. Universit/^ of California 1974-75; the California State University and Colleges 
data, 1975-76. - • ! 



Table 2 



PercentrJ)is|tribution of Student Credit Units 
1^/ Level of Instruction^ 



•Level of 
Student 


Lowep/ Diviision 


Instruction Level^ 
Upper Division 


Graduate 


UC 




CSUC 


UC 


• CSUC 


UC . ■ 


CSUC 


Lower Diviision 


79. 


41 


77.74' 


20.50* 


22.13 


-0.09 


0.13 


Upper Division 


27. 


35 


28.-92 


71.73 


70.30 ^ 


b.92 


0.78 


^ Masters 


5. 


56 


. 8.G€K 


26.68 


48.61 

• 


69.76 


43.39 


X Professional 


1. 


14 


y N/A ' 


12.29 


^/A 


86-. 57 


N/A- 


Graduate I 


3. 


23 


■ N/A 


19.. 66 


N/A 


77.10 


^/A 


Graduate ll 


■ 1. 


73 


N/A 


8.57 


.N/A, 


89.69 


N/A 



University of California data, 1974-1 
a'rild Colleges data 1975-76. 
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the California State University 



Table 2 reverses the accounting procedure, and identifies all student 
credit units generated by students at each level, regardless of the 
level of the courses^ booking at student credit units genera^ted by 
lower division students vithln the State University and Colleges, we 
find that 77.74% of /their units ^ce at the lower division Instructional 
level, while 22.13Z are at the upper division level of instruction, and 
0.13% at the graduate level of Instruction. 

Lower division and upper division students at both the University and 
at the State University and Colleges tend to follow similar patterns in 
the level of courses for which th^y enroll. 

„ , . ' ^. 

Tables 3, 4, 5, and p display the actual number of student credit units 
generated by level of- Instruct ion and level of student for both segments, 
rather than percentage breakouts as in Tables 1 and 2. These tables 
are Intended'^as a further display of significance for using ouft^^accbxinting 
procedure as opposed to another in deriving and reporting FTE Atudents. 

.. . . • ■ ^ ^ 



Table 3 



Dlscrlbutloa of Student Credit Ualta 
by Level ot Xaatructloa and H^dcount Enrollment 

the California Staxe University and Colleges 1975-76 



lAvel of ^ 




Level 


of Xnstructlon 








Tem 

Headcount 


Student 


Lover Division 


Upper Division. 


Graduate 




Total 


Enrollment 


Lower Division 


2, 


330,010 


663,255 


4,005 


2, 


,99^,270 


75,584 


Upper Division 


1. 


,649,745 


4,010,040 


' 44,415 


5, 


,704,200 


156,380 S. 


Masters 




130,680 


793,485 


708,255 
N/A 


1, 


,632,420 


71,465 


Professional 




N/A 


N/A 




N/A 


N/A 


Graduate I 




N/A . • 


N/A 


N/A ' ^ 




N/A 


N/A 


Graduate XX 




N/A 


N/A 


N/A 




N/A 


n/a 


TOTAL 


4. 


,110,435 


5,466,780 


756,675 


10 


,333,890 


, 303,429 



"9 



^ 18 
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Table 4 



Dlscrlb^clon of Seudcnc Cradle Qnlca 
by L«T«1 of ZzMCrueeloa «nd Tars HaAdeoone Enrol Imant 
Dttlvaralty o£ CaTlfoml* 197A-75 



Lavel of laatmction 



T«rm 



Studanc 


Lov«r Dlvlaion 


Upp«r DlvlaloQ 


CtaduaCa 


Total 


Enrollwanc 


Lovmr Division 


397,598 


102,641 


450 


500,689 


34,313 ^ 


Dp par Dlvlaion 


199, 64A 


523,600 


6,7i6 


729,960 


50,470 


K«acara 


2,907 


21,793 


56,983 


81,683 


7,931 


ProfasalooAl 


840 


9,029 

* 


63,601 


73,470' 


, 5,348 


Craduaca I 


663 


4,030 


' 15,802 


20,495 


1,887 


Craduaca U 


i.5or 


7,450 


77,^47 


86.904 


> 9w^57 


TOTAL* ^ 


•603,134^ 


\ 668,585 


2?1,462 


1,493,201 


109,406 



1. Total ijEp'raclfa dua Co rounding. 



•Tab la 5 



DlaCrlbuClon of Scudenc ^Cradle Unlfia 
by L«val of ^Cudanc 

Tha California Scaca Unlvaraicy and Collagaa 4:^75-7-6 



_Lavi of Scudanc 



Laval of ^lowar Uppar 

Inacnicdon Dlvlaion 'Dlvlaion Haacara Profaaalonal Craduaca I Craduaca II Total 



LOwar Division 


1,698,852 


1,203,103.5 


95,013 ^ 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


2,997,270 














Uppar Division 


691,1920 


4,184,031 


827,679 


N/A 


^H/A 


N/A 


5,704,200 


Craduaca 


8,652 


95,823 


1,527,945 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


1,632,420 


TOTAL 


2,399,424 


5,482,957>5 


2,450,937 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


10,333,890 

V 



















' Tabla 6 

DlaCrlbuClon of ScudanC Cradle UniCa 
by Laval of SCu^anC 

Unlvaraicy of California 1974*75 



L«val of 
EnaCruccion 



Lovar 
Dlvlaion 



Laval of Scudant 



Uppar 
Dlvlaion 



HaaCara Profaaalonal Craduaca I Craduaca II 



Tocal 



Lovar Dlvlaion 




397,599 


199,644 


2,907 


840 


. 663 


1,507 


603,154 


Uppar Dlvlaion 




102,628 


523.702 


21.791 


9.027 


4,012 


7.421 


668,585 


Cr^uaca 




443 


6.688 


56,987 


63.601 


15.812 


78,132 


221,462 


% 

TOTAL 




500,687 


729.960 


8U6§4 


73.467 


20.467 


87^060 


1«493.201 


> 
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The total niAber of student credit units generated by studenps is Jthe 
same, whether identified by level of instruction orvby level of student. 
However, a considerable difference in enrollment, reporting by lower 
division, upper division, and graduate division is evident as a result 
of using one ^ccotmting procedure rather than another. Table 7 below 
converts s^est^r student credit units generated by students, within the 
Calilqxnia State University and Colleges to qtjarter student credit units 
±tx ordeS: to "illustrate the FTE calculatioti in a similar manner for both 
senior segments of public higher education* * , 



Tabl« 7 . ^ 

Difltrlbucion of StiiclenC Credic Units and Humber of 
iFttlI-Tlin« Et^ulvalene Scudenca .by Li^el of 
Seudenc and LavajL of Insliruction^ 

the California Stata Univeraicy and Collages 1975-76 





Total Student Credit 




Total Stjodent ^Credit 






Units/by' Level of 


FTE -by Level of 


Units by Level of. 


FTE by Level 




Instruction 


Instruction 


, • Student 


of Student 


Lover Division 


4,aiO,4.35 


91,343 


» 2,997,270 


66,606 


Up^er^ Division 


5,A66,780 


, ' 121,434 


; 5,704,200 


126,760 


Mascer/ Graduate 


' 756,675 


/T6','8i3^"^^- 


^ 1,632,420 


36,276 


TOTAL 1 


10, 333 > 890 


4291642 


10,333,890 


. 229,642 


1. AnnuaXlzed 


FT2 - SOU ♦ 45 quarter 


units « 
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When studeiitai are clissifi^d by their progress towards a degree, e.g. , . 
level of stuTCnt, thikre are fewer lower division FTE students within 
the California State University and Colleges than in the case vhen FTE 
stud'ents are calculated based upon the total student credit units gen- 
erated .at the lower division course level. 

At the University a similar occurence is noted (See , Tables 8 and 9). 
Af ^er subtracting the number of student credit units generated by . ^ , 
professic/aal and doctoral II studaats from the .total number of student 
credit imits 'at the lower division, upper division, . and: graduate levels 
of instructioi^, the FTE distributipn by two accounting math^ds differs ' 
substantially. - ^, . . ' - ; 

The undergraduate mix of 'FTE. students by level of • instructipn within the 
California State University and Colleges is 42.9% loVer\divlsion, 57.1% / 
upper division. The undergraduate mix of FTE students by level of stu- 
dent is 34.4% lower division, 65.6% upper divisio;n; The 'Accounting 
procedure also makes a considerable difference when reporting the under-\. 
graduate/ graduate FTE student mix. If reporting by level of instruction,' 
92.7%' of the FTE enrollment is at the undergraduate level and^7.3% is at • 
the graduate level, t On the other hand, only 84.2% of tl^e fi[tudeats are % 
undergraduates and the graduate population. doubles to 15.8%, when 
accoimting by level of student. Although there inay be justification for - , 
reporting FTE by level of student at the professional and graduate II 
level, instructional costs are more directly i^nfluenced by the level of ^ 
the course b^ing taught, rather than by the level of student who may be 
registered for the course. 

Using student credit units as the basis for determining FTE is apprqp^rlate 
for report^ing enrollments at the , undergraduate , master * s , ai^d fii^sti'doc- 
t;oral studf'ent levels. At the prof essional and second doctoral lev^tL, 
however, studenti.s within the University of California are- engaged'^^n 
research and teaching. These activities are essential to' their program, 
but do not generate student credit units. Were second doctpral level 
FTE to be calculated from student credit units, an inadequate picture 
would be presented of the resources expended on behalf of these stiidents. 
the University currently assesses progress of the^e students toward their 
degree objective, and assigns an FTE value to the s.tuclent of 0.0, 0.25, 
0.50, 0.75, or 1.00. Cotamission staff recommends continuation of this 
practice at the prof es'sional and second doctoral levfels. For those 
aireas in which the two segments are most fs^lmilir , i.e. , undergraduate and 
master '.s and doctoral I, Commission staff favors budgetary reporting of 
FTE students by level of instruction.. 



8. Staff recommends that the University continue witl/^ts present practice 
of assigning a role of progress toward a degree of 0.00, 0.25, 0.50, 
0.75, or 1.00 FTE for professional and doctoral II students. Therefore 
to avpid duplication in accounting, for FTE by both level of student 
apd level of instruction, number of student credit' Onits generated by 
professional and doctoral IL students has been subtracted at the lower 
division, upper division, and graduate levels of instruction student 
credit unit totals. 



, lable'fl / . ■ 

DlfitrlbuClon of Student Credit Units 
by Lev0l o( Inadructlon 



' .Table 9 ' " • 

' DlstrlUitlon of Student Credit Unlta and 
Huftber of Full^Tlie Equivalent Student by Level of Student y 



« 



livel of 
Instruction 



Unlwpralty of California 1%]S 

Total SCU by ' :^ m by 
Le^el of Instruction ^ Level of Instruction 



Lowe^ Division'^ 


. / 600, U6 


Upper Divialon^ 


' 652,110 


Graduate 




Crad|iate 


160,^03 


TOTAL 


1,(93,201 



Level of 
Student 



L Totaji nunber stadent credit units nlnus the number of student cre- 
dit units taken by professional and doctorsl II students at this ' 

, Jevcl of Instruction; (603,154-2,373- 600,776),. 

2* Total nuober atudent credit unite Difnus the number of student cre-^ 
dlt units taken b/ professional and dottorsl JI students at th'ls 
level of Instructloni (668,585 • 1^,<75 - 652,110),. 

3, ' Total nuinber student credit unltaiinus the number of student cre- 
^ dlt units taken by professional and doctoral II students at this 

level of Instruction; (22l^W * UI^HSd • 79,912), 

4, The number o| student credit units generated by professional, and 
doctoral II students Is subtracteil from the totaV number of student 
credit unlta generated at the lovfir division, upper division, and ' 
graduate levels since professlonil and doctoral II FTE Is calculated 
by an a^islgned percentage of PuU-Tlme Equivalency, 1^, 0.00, 0.25, 
0.50. 0,75, or LOO. If the number of credit units generated by 
professional and doctoral II students vas Included Ip t)\Q totalA 
number of student ci)edlt units at the three levels of Instruction, 
double count ln« of PTE would ensuet once at the level of Instruction 
and once at the level of atudent calculatloniP 

5, FTE totiU are dissimilar due to differing accounting procedurea' 
' calculated by either level of Instruction or level of student. 



TOTAL 



Ui^verslty of Callfon^b 1974-75 

Total SGU by 
, , Level of StudeKt ^ ; 



FTE by 
Level of Student 



«q,052 


\mx Dlvlaion 


'500,687 


43,^70 


Upper Dlvlaion 


,729,960 


6,659 


Hastera 


81,684 


14,185 


' ' ProCea'aional 

< 


73,467 


104,366^ 


Graduate I 
Graduate II ' 


20,467 
B6.936 



0Mr 



1,493,201 




The Department Of Finance, in displayiag segmental budgets in the .Governor ' s^' 
Budget, uses several identical terms for both ^egment^, but with different 
meanings for each segment. Among terms appearing in the 1976-77 Governor's 
Budget were the following: • , : 

ACTUAL 1974-75 This term had the same meaning in both segmental ' 
budget cpresentations. "Actual" referred to an ^accepted historic 
reported enrollment figure for the year prior to the year in which- 
the budget proposal wa^^eiug sqbmiittedr^, 

BUDGETED 1975-76^ As applied to in the ^nivers^ity of 'California budget, 
proposal, this, term referred to the enrollment ' support figure approved 
for the current year by the previous year's Blidget Act, It is neither 
the act^ial enrollment; for the year, nor an estimate of that, enroll- 
ment. The California Stalie University and Cplleges used the term 
"Budgeted 1976-77." Hence, the term "budgetej^"\ref ers to the projected 
or proposed enrollments in the forthcoming year for .which they were 
seeking legislative and gubernatorial supports. In presenting segmen- 
tal budgets, the Department of Finance had u4ed t;he tei^m "budgeted" 
forsboth segments, but in ^ference to different years and with .different 
' meanings. ?• 

REVISED 1975-76 and ESTIMATED 1975-76 These, were dissimilar terms, 
with identical meanings, applied by the Department .of Finance to the 
University of California and to- the State University and Colleges, 
respectively.- The terms were intended to convey the segments' best 
estimates of how many students were enrolle'<l on census <^ate in the L 
fall term, 1975. . ^ > *f 



PROPOSED 1976-77 -and BUDGETED 1976^-77 These terms were used respec- 
tively for the Univers;Lty and the State University and Colleges. 
These dissimilar terms, Jiowever, had similar 'meanings , viz. the 
segments' projected enrollment for the forthcoming year for which they 
were seeking budgetary^ support. 

Commission staff recommends that -past,, budget supported,^ present, and pro- 
jected enrollment terms and definitions of these terms as presented in. the 
Governor's Budget proposal be identical for both 'segments. Fpr the year 
prior to the year in which the budget proposal i^ presented, Ataff recom- 
mends retention of the term ACTUAL as a report of accepted historic fact.' 

The current year support budget enrollment figures should be identified as 
BUDG^ETED. As a statement reflecting the segments! best judgment of current 
ye^r enrollments, staff recommeads use' of the tena ESTIMATED. 
I . 

Yjor the budget request year, Commission staff recommends the term PROPOSED. 
^is figure should reflect prbj ectioris- of recent enrollment trends, est^i- 
mates of the number of students whp will enroll, and polTcy considerations 
of the two segments as an enrollment base fot budgetary support. 



,Ch,1098 - 2-.! 
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V • A!scmbllBiirNo.55T . ftfho!eorlnpiirtuporisludent!enrbllinent,ord^^^ 

V. ' ' ■' ■ . consider utilization of the uniform standards ond^^^^^^^^^ 

V- ' " and recommended by the California Postsecbndary IMucatlM 

^ .CHAPTER : * ' , Commission. / " 

' An act relating fbbud^ling by public institutions of higher educa- > ' ' ' 



(Approved by Cpvtfnior September 21, 1975, Filed with' ' 

Secretary of State September 2?, 1975,1' ' ^ 

LEClSUTlVECOUNSa'S DIGEST; 
AB 55?, Kapi|olT. U.C. and CSUC; budgets. , 

The law does not currently mandate any specified method of re- , ' / 

porting student enrollment at the University of California and the 
California State University and Colleges for state budgetary pur- . 
■■poses. ' ■ ' , , ' ; , , ■ ■,.* .; 

This bill expresses the Legislature's intent that, in a[)propriating ; / ^ ; ■ / 

fiindsfoithe sttpport of public higher education, the Legislature ■ ■ ' V'^^^ . ' - , ^, 
have a 'liable to it factual comparative data concerning student ■ / \ - 

enrollment at the two segments of public higher education.. TTie bill . ,' . ' 

directs the California PostseconflMy Education" Com^^^ ^ , ° ' ' ' ' 

velop uniform standards andMeria for reporting and estimating 
student enrollment, and rel{i|ires that, commencing with fiscal year \ 
1977-78^ budgetary requests and appropriations therefor which are ' . 

based upon student enrollmmt, consider the utilization of the un^ - 

form standards and criteria^ leveioped and recoinmended by the . 0 < ' 

California Postsecondai}' EdmtionJJommission. 



The people of the State ofCalifom do emct as [ollows:, 



( 



SECTION 1. Enrollment data are a major factor^ in evaluating- ' . ' 

budgetary support And capital outlay needs of ihe University of 
California and the California State University ajid Colleges. 
Enrollment comparisons among the various segments of higher 

education are useful only if enrollment data ar^ l^d upon similar ' V . 

criteria. It is essential that the Legislature, in appropriating public 
funds for support of the University of (^lifo'rn'ia and the Califojmia . 
State University and Colleges, have available to it factual . 
' comparative data concerning student ^nt'blbnent and the cost of ' 
education among th^ various segments of public higt)er education. ;. 
SEC 1 Tli,e.. California P 

- shall develop standards and criteria ft'r reporting the actual and v . ; 

. ;' estimated student enrolltni»nt at|iie University of California and at / 
, .t)ie California State l/niversity and Colleges. Such standards and • , 

;' criter^^ 

' ' and desirable, so as to faoijilatH^^^ ' . , 11 

il y*^^ two seginenti' l!2pinencing vSk-lkM-T^ fiscal year, all • • 

letary requests, and appropriationsibftefor. which arebased in. , \ ' 




Glossary of Enrollment 'Related Terms for 
the University of California and 
the California State University and Colleges 



APPENDIX B 




CALIFOFN lA POSTSEtONDARY 
J EDUCATION COMMISSION ^ 



> f RECOMMENDATICNS FOR DEFINITIONS 

* \> TO EKkOLLMENT REUTED TERMS 



.V. 



Headcguift^^nrol Iment 



Headcoimf enrollments at both the imdergradiiate 'and graduate, levels 
are defined as th^ number of students enrolled for credit as of the 
census date of each term. * ^' ^ 

Average T^m Enrollment - Headcount . 

Sum of term enAllments divided by the number of regular terms in 
academic year, (or college year, if including a state-supported 
summer term) • 

Average Term Enrollment - FTE 

^ — ' / ■ . . 

Sum' of term Full-Time Equivaleiicy enrollment, at either leye^^of - 
instrucjliotx or level of stud^t, divided by the nimber of regular 
terms in the academic year, >!piDr college year if including a statj^- 
supported stimmer term) . 

Undergraduate FTE 

' / * ■ 

The Full-Time Equivalency. of an undergraduate is derived by taking 
the normal amount of total credit units needed to attain a baccalaureate, 
divided by tl^ number of teirms normally Required for completion of a 
baccalaureate. , ^ 

For both the University of / Calif otttia and the California State 
University and Colleges: j * 

. Term Undergraduate FTEi Xevfel of Student » 15 stud^t^ credit units 
taken by an undergraduate student. 

■ . J ■ ' ■ ' ■■ ■ 

■ _ , . Term Undergraduate FTEI;> level of Instruction = 15 student credit 
* units taken at the unc^dfgraduate level of instruction. 

• Annual Undergraduate. rTE;- tQT>feL.Qf Student « 30 , semester or 45 
" quarter units tak^n -Ib^ afi. undergraduate student. * 

• Annual Undergraduate IFTE; jey'eL of Instruction =» 30 semester or » /r 
45 quarter units taken isLt the undergraduate level of instruction. ^ 

graduate FTE . / - , ' ' 

; The Full-Time Equivaiemix of master 's ,* post-baccalaureate, and -doctdtal I 

. graduates 'is derived b^^ talcing the .no njiar amount of total credit units 
* neejaed.to attain a mastler's' or its equivalent, divided by the niimber of 
term^ normally requiredj^^ f or c^impletion of a^ master Is pr its equivalfent. 



The^Full-^Tlme Equivalency for firstf prof esslonil and doctoral II 



graduates Is derived 'by an • assessed' percentage 
l,e,. 1.00, 0.75, 0.50, 0.25, 0.00 PTE. 



For the California State University '^d Colleges: 



Term Graduate FTEt Master's and Post-Baccallaure^te;> Level of Student 



o f ;,f till- 1 imenes s , 



15 semester or. quarter student credit units 



tal^^by a graduate student.. 
Term Graduate FTE,' Master's and Post-Bacca laureate; Level of Inistruction 



15 semester or quarter student credit units tiken at the graduate 
level of instruction. > ^ ! r 

. Annual Graduate PTE, Hamster's and Post-Baccala:ureate; Level of Student > 
30 semester or 45 quarte^r student jcreciit uhits 'taken by a graduate ~/ 
student. ^ ' j | j ^ . ' 

. Annual Graduate PTE, Raster's and Post-Bacjcaljaureate Level of Instrx^ction 
30 semester or 45 quarter^ student credit i^its taken at the graduate 
level of instt^uctioni 



For the University pf California: 
. Term Graduate PTE, Master's and Post-Bacc 



alaureate; Level of Student ■ 



12 quarter 'istuden^ credit ujiit^ taken by |a graduate student . 

Term Graduate /FTE, Ma'steir's and Post-Bac(j:alaureatjB; Level of Instruction « 
55u 



/ 



12 quarter ^udent credit units taken at | the graduate level of indtruction 

Annual Graduate PIE ^ Master's cuad Post-Bkccalaureate-; Level of Student » < 
36 quarter student credit units taken by a graduate student. 

. ^ >' 

Annual Graduate FTE, Master's amd Post-Baccalaureate; Level of Instruction 
36 quarter student* credit units taken at the jgraduate level of Instnlction. 



Term Graduate FTE, Doctoral I> Level^^dfj Student =» 12 quarter, student credit 
units taken by a graduate ^stufient., , ~ | 

Term Graduate FTE, Doctoral I; Level o f| Instruction = 12 quarter student 
credit units taken at the graduate level of instruction. 

Annual Graduate FTE, Doctoral I; Level of Student = 36 quarter student 
credit units tak^ by a graduate student 



f Instruction 36 quarter student 



f instruction. 



Annual Graduate FTE, Doctoral I^y^vel/ of 
credit units taken at the- graduate leyel;^ 

Term Graduate FTE, Professional and Qoctbral II; Level of Student « a ' 
percent of full-timeness towards a d<ictorate' or professional degree 

lerp.-* 



taken by a graduate student in a te''^^ 



1. Percent of full^timeneas is defined as: 1.00, 0.75, 0.50, 0.25, 0.00 FTE. 



. Term Graduate FTE, Prof esslonal. and Doctoral II; Level of Instruction ' 
is equivalent to term- graduate FTE level of student, 

. ■ Annual Graduate FTE, Professional and Doctoral IlT Level of Student « 
a. percent of full-timeness toward a doctorate, taken by a graduate 
f*-il€ii4eixt in one academic year. \ * 

. Annual Graduate FTE, Professional and Doctoral tl; Eg/el of Instruction 
is eciuivalent to annual gfadiiate FTE level of stude^p, ^ 

Level of Instruction - v . 

The level of offering for instructional courses. The following three 
categories constitute level pf instruction: / 

Lower Division - course numb^Btt.n'g system usually associated with the 
first two years of undergraduate study. ' l . 

Upper Division - course numbering system usually associated with the 
last two years of undergraduate study. 

. Graduat^e (and Professional) - course numbering system Usually associated, 
with post-:baccalaureate students in graduate or prof essidnal programs. 

LeveT of Student ^ ' 

The total accredited work by 'a student which reflects his level of progress 
towards a degree, diploma, certificate or credential. 

Included are. the following 'categories: 

Undergraduate Student v 

. o 

A student wl>o does not hold an acceptable baccalaureate degree or its 
equivalent. 

Lower Division : Includes students who are enrolled in programs • 
leading to an associate degree (including wthree year associate 
degree programs) or in und^graduate bccunational or vocatipt^firl 
programs of three y'ear duration or less leading •to., a .<ieartif icate 
. . ' or diploma; and other undergraduate students who have earned' less 
than fifty percent of the number of academic credits or prbgram^ 
requirements normally required for a bachelor's degree (4:ypicaliy 
freshmen or sophomores). ^ 

Lpwer Division: 59.9 or less semester units ^- 
• 89.9 or Ifess quarter units \r' 

Freshman:^ 0.0 - 29.9 semester units * - . . \ 

. . n ' 0.0 - 44.9 quarter units 

Sophomore: 30 - 59**9 semester units 
• , 45-89.9 quarter units 
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. upper Division : Includes all undergradxaate students who are not 
enrolled in associate degree or occupational-vocational certi- 
ficate programs and wUo havfe successfully completed fifty' percent 
or more of the academic Credits or program requirements normally^ 
required for a bachelor's degree (typically categorized as juniors 
and seniors). Includes students in years three, four^ and five of 
five-year bachelor's degree programs* 

* • ■ ^ '■ • 

Upper' Division: 60 or more semester i:^ts 

f ' 90 or more quarter units 

«.« » , ■ ■■ - » 

./r^v . . . 

Junior,: -60 - 89.9 semester units ^ - . 

90 - 134;9 quarter units -. 

Senior:' 90 or more semester linits 

135 or more quarter 'units ^ 

Post-Baccalaureat.e Student " ' 

^' ■ . ■ . ■ • " 

Included Students who have returned afteV completion of at least a 
bachelor's degree to achieve ftirther educational objectives and who 
are &ot enrolled in a graduate degree, program* ^ 

Graduate Student 

Graduate students are those students holding a bachelor's degree or 
its equivalent who are enrolled Jja a graduate degree progrkn. 

. Master's ; Includes students enrolled in a master's degree program. 

Doctoral I ; Includes all students who hold a bachelor's degree or 
the equivalent (or first prof esslonal degree) and (a) are enrolled 

a doctoral degree, program^ but have not earned a master's degree 
and have ftewer than the equivalent .number of credits normally 
required for .a master's degree, ^or (b) are enrolled in a special, ; 
*unclasslf led, visitor, or taon-degree^seefcing status, or (c) are 
enrolled in an edu(;ationai specialist certificate, degi:ee, br 
coordlpate intermediate level degree program, whether or "not they' 
possess an eame4 master's degree. ' 

. Doctoral II : Includes all Students whb are enrolled in a doctoral 
^degree program (excluding "professional") except those who are 
doctoral I students >y the deflnltic?tf provided above. - 

• Professional : Includes all students who are enrolled in any one of 
the following "first prof essflohal" degree' programs: . M.iD,\, D^O.y 
t.lt.B't , or, J.D; , D.D,S. D.'V.M. , OllDiVB' D.V K* Piv* , -Rabbi, ?od*p. / 
. ■P^M'.. 'Studiants' enrolled in undergraduate "pre-professional" curricula 
... ^and students in the first two years (corresponding to.th^ under- 
graduate' freshman and sophoniore year) . of integrated professional 
degree programs are lower division, and not fir^t professional 
students. . 
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Weekly Student Contact Hours • 

♦ * ' ■ ■ . . • 

Aggregate of the niimber of hours spent in class per week by ^he enrollees 
In the class. ^ ^ . .'^ 

Full -Time Undergraduatg'' Student . ^ V 

For any given term, a student with twelve or more semester or quarter 
units attempted on census date. 

FuVf-Time Graduate Student 

For any given term, a student with at least 75% of Full-Time Equivalency 
Ov 75% of a normal load required to complete a student program or course 
-of study wltjiin the normal time. ^ 

• ■ ** 

Part-Time Undergraduate Student 

' For any given term, a student with less than 12 semester or quarter 
units attempted on. census date. 

Part-Time Graduate" Student ' 

For any given term, a student with less than 75% of Full-Time Equivalency 
or less than 75% of a normal load required to complete a student program 
or course of study within the normal time. 
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ERIC 




STAU OF CALIFORNIA 



EDMUND O. BROWN JR., Govtrn- 



DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

SACRAMENTO 




August 1, 1976 



Dr. Horace Crandell, Principal HighcTr Education Specialist ^ • 
Postsecondary Educati on CoTnmlssion ' 
1020 Twelfth Street 

Sacraniehto, California 95814 ^ ^ , " 

Dear Dr. Crandell, ^ ' • 

Walter ffollmaijin has asked me to respdtid to the questions in -your letter of 
July 26, 1976. 



(1) 



and (2) The Population Research Unit uses two basic demographic methods t^'o 
project fall headcount enrollment in the University of California and 
California State University and Colleges syistems.. With ver^ slight variations 
the two segments are treated the\same methodologiQally, One, method is the 
student flow model, which uses historical progression rates, continuation 
ratfes and projected graduates of California high schools and the other i6 an 
age/sex participation model, which uses a history of participation rates and 
projected California population by age and sex. Currently both segments are 
projected systemwide only and include fall headcount dnly, a category which 
does not appear in the Governor ' s budget. There is projected '^annual average 
headcount" ^shown for the UC, and all other enrollment projection tables are 
expressed i«n terms of FIE, which we do not project. 



All of the projections shown in the Governor's Budget come from the segments, 
Technitally, neither of our fall headcount enrollment projections for the 
UC or- CSUC are used in any of them. For neither system are pur updated 
projections available in time for the budget preparation. 

We work with both segments in the preparation of the projections, but 
especially so with -CSUC, The Department of Finance projections are not used 
directly in the Budget, but as a control factor. We generally have to give 
approval' of the segment.s projected enrollments. 



(3) There is virtually no difference' methodology used in the two segments. 
Th^re can be different assumptions h^sed on prollcy considerations. We project 
graduate^ students forfCSUC but not for UC, for example. 

(4) a. . ''projected enrollment" refers to any future ^ear where there is no hard 

indicator >data. ' ^ . * 

♦ *• . " •. . * 

v. "estimated enrollment" re-fers to any year where we have some hard 

indicator data but the actual enrollment was or Is not available at the 

time of the estimate. 
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Dr. .Horace Grande 11 
August 1,. 1976 
Page 2 



(4) c. "budgeted enrollment" would be the'budgej year enrollment either estimated 
or projected appearing in the Budget. I know of no common usage of. this' 
term^ and I suspect that most people losing it would mean "budgeted FTE," 

(5) Methodologies would'be changed if the basic enrollment categories used in 
budgeting were revised, ^ ^ . 

■ r ' ■ • '■- ■ ' ■ ^. ■ ■ ■■. ;. ' ' ' ' 

Let. me know if I can provide aTny further detail, , 



Sincerely, v*^ 



Donald E, Hills, Associate Demographic Analys^t ^ 
Population Reswear ch Unit ; * \ < / 

1025 P Street i Room 328 A . f 



^Sacramento, CA^ r95814 
^916-322-4651 ! 




DEH:skh. ^ 



cc: John G. Harrisoh 



tmVEHSITY OF CALIFORNIA ACADEMIC PLAN^ 197>-1978 

PROSPECTS FOR THE 1970s 

New demographic trends and 'related shifts in the levels of flScat^esources are, the ^ 
primary changes affecting the ^environment and the planning needs of the Univer- 
sity of California in the 1970s. , > 

■ .. - ' 
Enrollment Projections 

The University's 1966 and 1969 Academic Plans Were based;on much higher pro- 
jections of student enrollment than are currently expected. The.^arner projections 
assumed a continuation of "the demographic trends and the Pattern of ^-migration 
?o cSifomia experienced in the 1950s and .early 19.6Qs. But the 1970 Census dis- 
closed sharply downward shifts in both the birth rates for the nation as a whole 
and the in-migration rates for CaUfornia. The Univeysitir'^ Growth Plan Task 
Srce reibrted in mid- 1971 that demogrdphic data indicated that the^ University 
would need to grow ~ but at a decUning rate ~ during the 1970s to accommodate 
future students still in high school or elementary-grades, but that ^KmthJllight 
cease altogether for a time in the decade of the 1980s. More recent data have 
indicated the need for scaling enrollment projections downward-somewhat further 
than was done.ln the Growth Plan Task Force Repo^. \ 

Tables 1 and 2 show the University's most recent ten-year projections for general 
campus enrbllments and health sciences enrollments. The, tables taken together 
pr^ecr a total enrollment growth for the University of about 20 percent over the . 
decade of the ^70s. By contrast, actual University enrollment growth between 
1960 and 1970 amounted 119 percent. 

•The University's 1969 Academic Plan, anticipating a continuation of rapid enroll-, 
ment trrowth. established "planned maximum enrollments" of 25,000 tp 27.500 
student eI?A for the growing campuses - Irvine. Riverside. San D.^o. Santa 
Barbara, and Santa Cruz ~ and estimated that these ceihngs womd be reached 
between 1980 and 2000. The current Academic Plan does not attempt to set maxi- . 
mum enrollments for these campuses. But it is clear that the high figured. of the ^ 

. 1969 Plan are no longer relevant for planning purposes on these campuses. In- 
stead, campus- planning will be based on the current ten-year projections, and 
kept sufficfently flexible so that a campus can adapt as needed to changes down- 

. ward or upward in the projections as they are revised and extended year by year. 

New ten-year projections are prepared by the University each spring. EacK campus 
makes a tentative projection which incorporates its own plans expect a ions . 
and the Office of the Viqe President - Planning prepares a projection for the XJni 
^rsity as a whole and for the campuses, using State De|iartment of Finance demo- , 
graphic data, information on application trends, estimated results of redirection 
fmone the campuses;" and other materials. Differences/between Universitywide and 
camSSs projeSLns are discussed and usually resolved, and th6 Universitywide En- 
rollment Advisory Committee then reviews the projections and makes its recommenda 
' tionT to^the President, who estabUshes and issues the University's f^^}^f^^;l^^. 
enrollment.. plan. the near-year figures are used for preparation of the University 
Gperating Budget. The. long-term projections are used for preparation of the Capi- 
tal butlay Budget. In addition, the projections are used for planning purposes by 
the APPR Board and other groups throughout the University, and to some extent 
•by governmental bodies and civic and commercial interests m the surrounding com- 
munities. 



THE UNIVERSITY OF CALtFORNM 



Ten Teir Enroiknt ProJtctlirf (3-Teri lldcoiMt 



2c 



BEItXEUY 

Ondergriduite 
(Iriduite ' 
ToUl 

DAVIS 

Undef^riduate 
Griduate. ' 
loul 

IRVINE 
Undtrgraduite 
'GriduiU 
loUl 

lOS ANGELES 

Undergraduate 
Graduate 
Total ; 

RIVERSIDE ' 

Unde(i|raddiite 
Graduate '> 
, Total 

SAH DIEGO (Includes. 
Harine Sciences) 

Undergraduate 
jSraduale 
Total 

SANTA BARQASA 

Undergraduate 
Griduate 
Total 

SAHIA CRU2 

Undergraduate ' 
Graduate 
Total 

TOIAl GENERAL CAMPUS 

Undergraduate 
Sraduate 
Total 



1970-71 I97|.;2 
.Actual Actual 



I8,36K 18,101 
9«06B 8,S2e 
27,429 26,629 



9,651 10,0«S 

.2,504 2,658 

12.155 12,703 

4.743 .5,050 

736 882 

5.479 ; , 5.932 



17,187 16,695 
e,227 .7,48i 
, ?5,4l4' 24,179^ 



. 4,428 4,S35-. 

^J,m,.:;,f,345 
S'.717 5.880 



1972-73 
Actual 



18.874 
8.403 
27.357 



10.927 
2,835 
13,762 

5,576 
904 
6,480 



18,082 
7,538 
25,620 



4,062 
■1,173 
5,235 



1973-74 1974.75 
EUlwate Budget " 



18,781 19,0^2 
«8,I8I 8,166 
26,962 27,196 



11,075 11,500 

2.835 3,000 

13,910 14,500 

5.628 S.755 

950 1,000 

6.578 6,755 



19.185 19,312 
7.697 7,605 
26,882 26,917 



JRMECTED (Rounded, to the tieareit lOQ) 



Ism IM. M I979:8g I980£ l981.r 1982.83, 



3,615 
1,210 ' 
4,825 



3,393 
1,300 
4,693 



19,000 ,19,000 19,000 19,000 . 19,000 19,000 '19,000 
8,200 8,200 8,200 t.J,2r 8,200 ■8i200 B 
" 27,200 , 27 ,2W^ '«,-2M.Ki7,200 2?,lfl0 2f l 



T2.IO0 12,100 12.100 I2,|00. 12,100^ 

3.600 3.800 3.900 4,0Q0 4,100 

15.700; 1^900 16,000 ; 16,100 Ifil^O 

6,400 6,600 ' UOO 6,900 7,000 

MOO 1,200 r,200 1,300 1,300 

7.500 7,800 V 7,900 8.200 8 300 



19,000 19,p. 19,000 19,000 19,000 
6,000 8,000 yoo .e',UOO 8,000 
27,000 27,000 27,000 27,000 27,000 



4,600 4,800 4,800 . 4,600 4,600 
1.400 1,400 1,500 1,500 . 1,500 
6.000 6.200 6,300 6.300 6,300 



12.100' ■ 12,100 

3,200 3,300 

15,300; 15,400 

6,000 . 6.200 

1.000 i.lOO 

im 7,300 



19,100 19,000' 

7,800 7,900 

26,900 26,980 

3,800' 1.4,200 

'1,300 1,400 

5,100 5,600 



19,000 
8.200 
27,200 



12,100 
4,100 
16.200 

7,100 
1,400 
6.500 



I9i000 
8,000 
27,000 



4,600 
1,500 
6/300 



4,174 
1,149 
•5,323 


4,635 

987. 
5,622 


5,183 
1,155 
6,336 ' 


5,604 
1,141 
6,745 


6,169 
1,246 
•7,417 


6,600 
1,400 
,8,200 


7,300 
1,500 ' 
,-8,600 

ir 


. 7,600 

, i;6Do 

9,200 


6,000 
1,700 
9,700 


8,000 
1,600 
9,800 


8,000 
1,900 
9,900 


8,000 
2,000 

io;ooo 


8,000 
.2,100 
.10,100 


11,232 
1,777 
13,009 


I0,S7R 
1,661 
12,239 


10,078 

I, 750 

II, 828 


10,079 

I, 772 

I I, 851 


10,224 
1,776' 
12,000 


10,600 
1,900 
.12,500 


10,900 
2,000' 
12,900 


11,200 
2,100 
13,300 


11,500 
2,200 
13,700 

1 


11,800 
2,300 
14,100 


12,000 
2,400 
14,400 


1 

12,000 
2,500 
14,500 


1 

12,000 
'2,600 
14,600 


3,446 
267 
3,713 

• 

t 


3,901 
•3C5 
4,208 


' 4,349 
282 
4,631 


4,965 
390 
5,355 . 


5,210 
450 
5,660 


5,600 
500 
.6,100 


5,600 
500 
6^300 


6,000 
600 
6,600 


6,200 
600 
6,80Q' 


6,400 
70O 
7,100 


'6,600' 
700 
7,300 


■m 

700 
7,500 


6,800 
700 
7,500 


73.222 
25,017 
98.239 


73,542 
23,850 
97,392 


77,131 
24,120 
101,251 


76,932 
24,176 
103,108 


. 80,595 
24,545 
105,140 


t 

63,000 
■ 25,300 . 
108,300 , 


84,500 
25,900 
1)0,400 


85,900 
26,600 
112,500 

1 


67,200 
27,100 
114,300 


67,800 
27,600 
115,400 


66,400 
26,000 
116,400 


68,700 
28,300 
117.000, 


0 

88,800 
- 26,(00 
117,400 



llealth.Sclence anij; Extended University enrollnents are excluded, 
^ Sukjf^i •trinaiia.l review during Harth. , , ' . 

■.iM?}^^'?'*'^'- ^5 ««"9B of enrpllaents forthe Fall. Ulnte^ .nd wIm 4.>rf«l'SiiiCiliiK.„,i .... .; . 



- — ■ ■ ' ' • 'hJ^':'^.\*'r. V'-'^^ 



' r HEALTH SCIENCE ENROLLHENTS- . ' 



'-^''^'S^M^'' ' * Ten Kear Enrol loient Projection (3'Tenii Headcount) 



Actual^ Actual:';! 'Attual' — ^ — ''''^^^ ■ r . ;;l';^''^i^'" ' SteadyStJte' 

IM WSM '^- Mi !iM !S lift" 1978-79 1979-80 Beyond 1979-60 



Optoflietry Vii '''^M 231 240 2« 2«, :-' 25^^ 282 289 

Publ-k Health 253 267 - 284 313 345 ''375: " ^4^^ 415 ' 415 . 415 

ytotal 456 450 « 515 553 585 ■■^^M' ■ 658 687 : i97 704 ' 707 



. Family Hune Practitioners - 1? ' 32 65 \ 65 65 65 P 65 • 65 ■ 

.■ Hedlcin^. - A 356 5,16 639 6^, 790 830 , 905 .980, 1,065 lilOO l.lOt 

Veterjfiar)f::Hidlclne 420 rAU m ■i/4,B6 521 . 540- 583 ; 633 688' .: 7J8 :# ,:747 

^ • "'. : ^-998 li153 ; 1,216 1*376 ,1 ,435 .1,553 : 1,676' 1,818 ;K:i^jp«fTii9l2 - 

v;w%:i P "WINE ' if,;-^ ^ ■ ■ ■ ' . ' $• ^'j-'-i/^ 

■ Coiiiiiunity 4 Public Healtfti:!" ' : ' .■■ 

. PrDgraniS' / ..- i^d ::■. ' 2.:".:.^',' 2 ' ' ..: 8 ' \\ '24^ '32 ,44' Hi 

, Hedlcjii|mv , , 580;' 613 ' JW?^" U^'-^l'l^ ■ 773 • ' 876 ' 905 439 981 1,011 

.:W^yl M. 613 /.66l 710 H 751^- 781. ■ 890 929 V- 971 1,025 1,055 



- ^.i mm -' • 376 40r 420 449 ■ 48if 50V » 509 " .JJJ 513 . 513 , 513 

. ^fiiy;^--^ kiiiin^:^: \ 1 ,477 1,646 - 1 ,798 1 ,883 1,911 ir 1,943 : 1,943:^^ 1,943, 1.943 

■ WlK^ ^0. , ' .218 '214 258 258 258^ r '270' V.^#5r^i^^ 307 316 ■ 330 

:,;■ ..-g PuWiciHeaUb,' , ■ ■ 364 '385 4^5 43^i^'!.u'438, :V443 :;'44p 456 468 478 

. '■■ . ■ Total . ;2,379 ,4624 2,B6P 3.015 . 3,091 ''*i;;|il5i'^^^; 3,180 3^201 3,221 3,240 . 3,264 



' /'■■■ 



Hedlcine, \ : ; > ■ , - . ■ ! ' - v - 21 . 42 m 42 , 42 „ 42 



SON01E60 . , ' ,v ■ ""■f-r:/;,:, ' . A ' • % 

.JMiclne : ■ ^^i?53 455 . Jlfv^^.^-^^^^^ 767 . 798 829 " , 860 A 660 860 



SAN FRANCISCO 

VOerttistryv , ' ^ : ; 382 , 400 , 418 437"^ • 450 '-.li'^Stfii' '500 936 562 



'l, , 



.. .140'? f 170 200 \ 230 230 

:1,300' r,357 , 1,421 '1,444 1,478 1,509 ■ 1,534 W;:^559 1 ,584 1,564 ■ liSB* 

:;f';^, 469' 485 ' 545:MH;560' 'AM^tfJm ' ''^^ 547 i349.v 551 ' ■ 552, . ,552. 

• 'P:^'^^-'-'j> ^l^'KiiPf^:';.' 2iA51. ' 2,647 2,684: ■;''.;^,0i:]:':;::' 3,105,;;''V..^,.22r:v; 'j,343r.:^J#;' 11505 " 3,505' 



f} . .l;\xm^^ 8;W; ^,036,:;:^^ , 11.279' ; 11,345 



,,,, ,. . „ , .,,.,,.„ , , . , .. . ,. . , , , , , ,. - . / . 



;'>Stil;litlcal'siiiiwyJ'^^^^^^^^ \ ."'f ' ' /, ' ^ \" \ %. 

• ' ^'Approved. Feb- .28f'»?li lattr^ rivisions not included. - ' . 
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. Tables 1- and 2. then, are the projections which. wfr^ issued in .the sprinf of _1973 
(with some minor revisions). A new set of prmfectiQns w^llbe-avaUable shortly ■ 

■ after this Academic Plan is issued. It should^e emphasized that th« ^gures do , 
change, somewhat each year and are not to j/e read as long-term commltm^ntSi A 
Actui •enrollments may, reveal unexpected /Shortfalls or may considerably, exceed , 
estimates, and projje6ton? ace-E^yised 'annually to reflect actual enrollment ex- 

; perience an<3Lio?br%i^^^^ . • , 

Under erad uate Enrollments - The Univer&ity . admUB. all qualified undergraduate '. . 
applicants from California (on their preferred campus, if possible, or on an , v 
alternate campus though the redirection pi^cxiess) . and offers admission to 
exceptionally able Applicants from outside the ^tate.. ' State demographic trends are 
a maior determinant of undergraduate enrollments. . About 90 percent of '^he Univer- 
sity '4 entering; first-year students are recent grajduateS - of California high SCKools. 
' The Population. 'Division of the State Department of Finance provides the University j 
each year with projections of State* high school graduates by county. These pro- j 
iebtions. when combined with trends in appUcations from individual California 
bounties and similarly derived information for transfer students and for.out-of-State , 

■ applicants, are usid in projecting enrollments for each campus. Where the re- 

, sultant campus totks are projected to exceed either temporary capacity or permanent 
enrollment ceilings, the' prdjected excess applicants are distributed^to c?nipuses . 
wHere faciUties are available. Past experience with redirection indicates that only 
about 30 percent of redirected applicants register at the new campus. -as^compared 
with SO percent of. applicants wno actually enroll' ai the campus of , their first choice.,. , 
The university hopes to improve its redirection process . espepjtUy througji redirec- 
tion earUer in thi year, with the expectation that earlier redirection will result in 
higher rates of ajbeeiptanj2e of new campus assignments . / 

j ,* . " ■ . - ■ . ♦ _ 

Table 3 (see follbwing page) shows the Department of Finahce "Provisional Projec- 
SoS^of Putmf |gh S^^ Grade graduates" for :Califomia for the ^"ent 

planing . period J^wo's^ts of figures are given;, those .dated Apn 1972 which were 
used in p?epariig Table 1 in March of 1973, and those dated July .-1973 which wijl 
, be used in the fnlversity's preparation of the next set of^ten-year projections in 
' March of 1974. [it .should be noted that the: tnore recent figures « project lower 
" numjers of higi school gi^aduates throughout every year of the planning period • 
3did the aJtII 1972 data. Both set^«of figures show 1979 as the peak year for 
•hleh school graduates, with numbers decUning thereafter aWd by fairly, large . 
amojilts in theTearly. 1980s. These data are reflected in th6 undergraduate projec- - 
'SSS^^^^^^ sho^ much slower growth after It i% possible^ 

^ .^iitKta^l ^?<i^^ will occur in the .mid-1980s, when the full effects of declining 
;;,;',inaiiim graduates are^ felt . ' 

' ThJ University's uitde)?graduate projections (Table 1) assume that, the a|iplication 
rati of^high /chool gtdduates will remain' abput the same during: the 1970s. It is 

< po/sibl'e that ]Ehe Univermty's student clientele will be broadened over time (see 
discussion of fhisstopiq in the later section on "Some Specfal Conce»rns for the. .. 
lefOs"). At bresent, the* numbers involved in this area , 'when compared- to the 
. tot^ar enrollments at the Universjty. do not warrant changes ip the. current pro- 
jections » 1 *i 



i 
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Table 3 • 

PROVISIONAL PROJECTIONS OF CALIFORNIA PUBUC SCHOOL 
TWELFTH GRADE GRADUATES 

Total for Year ending June As revised April 1972 As revised July 1973 



1972 


; 


294, 1 175 




291 ,496 


1973 


• .. 1 


296,375 




287 ,075 


1974 • 




^03,850 




nn A OA A 

294,800 


1975 




312,150 




303,375 


1976 




310,250 


^AO (\7C^ 


1977 




313,275 




307,850 


1978 




3L18,475 




313,425 


19:?.9 




. 322,375 


•'<»* 


317.725 


1980 




318,600 




' 3 13 ,"875 


1981' ■ 




311,750 




" 306,575 


1982 


1; ' ' ■ 


305,725 




. 301,475 


1983 




289,825 




284,650 


1984 








268,500 



Source: Population Division, Caiifornik State Department of Finance 



Undergraduate admissions, rhay be constrained: ii campuses either because of 
esta^ished enrollment ceilings fer temporary lihiite on ciaps^city. The following 
planning ceilings for ^thre^j general campuses are -currentlyrin effect: 



Berkeley 
Davis 

Los Angeles 



. Thre^^term Headcounts 
General campus " H ealth Sciericeg ' 



"2^900" 
16,200 
2^000 



600 
2 ,t)0O 
3,000 



^JTSOQ • 

18,200 

30,0d0 



An enrollment limit of 7,3do for the Santa Qruz campus is in effect for thjg present 

ten-year projection perioa. . ^ * • 

('■■/* •' ' ' ' 

Davis is rapidly approaclliing its /Veiling and both Berkeley and Los Angeles are 
at their ceilings; Table 1 Indicates that current projections /for general campus 
enrollments at Berkeley kre^ slightly in excess of established ceilings, and Table 2 
.shows a similar excess iti projections of health sciences enrollments at Berkeley 
and Los Angeles. Thes6 can^puses are expected to adjust actual enrollments to 
conform to ceilings as sbon as possible. It^hould be noted that Actual enrollments 
may never agree precisely with ceilings because of 'annual variati'bns in the per- 
centage of students offefed admission who actually enroll. 

Temporary constraints on undergraduate enrollments may be required at one time 
or another feither because of lack of. capacity, or because slower rates, of growth 
are deemed advisable to assure high academic quality/ In determining their rates 
of growth, the campuses take into account their physical, economic, ai)d social 
impacts on their siji-rounding communities. 
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One other impcrtant question, and one/that is resolved by the Office of the Presi- 
dent after consultation with campus adrninistrators , is the distribution of campus 
total enrollment capacities' between ur/dergjjaduate and graduate enrollments. 

Graduate Enrollments - Graduate eii^roUments are. determined separately and some- 
what differ^rttly from undergraduat^ enrollments. The University has exclusive 
responsibility among the State's pi^blic institutions tor instructfon at the Ph.D. 
level and in certain professional fields', and it shares responsibilities 'for training 
at the Master's* degree level and in other professional fields. Graduate students 
are drawtl in considerable numbers from other states as well as from California. 
Demographic factors have their effec| on graduate enrollments, both directly and 
indirectly through their effect on undergraduate enrollments and thus on the 
level of future demand for doctoral degree holders as teachers, of undergraduates 
in colleges and universities. The Growth Plan Task j Force in 1971 suggested a 
substantially smaller growth jate for graduate enrolKnents than had ,b,0en envi- 
sioned in earlier Academic p/ans, and notedVseveral causes: prospective lower 
employment demand fot individuals with Ph.D.rand some other postgraduate 
degrees; decline in financial aid for graduatfe- students; and the effects of in- 
creased educational fees and of higher tuition fees for ou t- of- St ate. students Ir along 
with limited availability af non-resident tuition waivers. 

The graduate enrollments Table 1 have been established by the Office of ^e 
Pte^dent after consultation with the campuses , ah^'r^reflj^ct estimated' student 
deinj^nd, developments/ ir) the various fields, progr&fe costs , placemfent opportunities 
in the fields, and car^ipus and University wide progr^i^i priorities at the graduate 
lev^K The graduate /enrollments are consideratbly lower than those of the 1969 . 
4<:ddemic Plan and/somewhat lower than those contained in ^the Growth Plan ^ask 
^OTce Report. Both they and the undergraduate projections are, of course, sub- 
ject to change annually in M^rch. ' ■ ^ 

Factors That May Change Projections - The curreitit projections assume'- that certain 
policies and cjz^nditions will retnain relativi^ly constant. But it is possible (and 
likely)* that unexpected changes will occur. Slightly less than half; of the Cal/fornia 
student's eligible to attend the University of California do in fact enroll, anclihis 
proportion could increase (or decrease) pver the next decade. The foUowii^g are 
illustrativ^ of the range of possible changes: ' J ' 

1/ Proportifcns of Students seeking college education may^ change. Social 
/ pressures" for attending* college seem to be weakening 'somewhat , and 
pressures for vocational training increaising. These pressures may 
/ ' cause a decrease 'bver time in the proportion of high school graduates 
seeking admission to ^he University . Or again , . policies further 
encouraging the attenaanoe of minorities and womfeh .finight raise. ' 
these proportiops measurably. Increased enrollment opportunities 
/ . for part-time or older students and reliance' on some nonr traditional 
criteria for their admission might a^d to the numbers. / 

2. Tuition and educationalvfee policies, may cl^ange. If the University fees 
are raised, enroUrpent^^demand will fall somewhat. J(Tf, however'i tuition- 
or substantial educational f^e§ were to be introduced in the Stat6 Univer- 
;5ity and Colleges, some students Who now gO to these institutions because 
of the absence of Such fee? might elect to attend the University: . . 



/ 



3'i • Financiaraid patterns^may change. For example, the federal gov^nment's 
new Basic Opportunity Grants are now funded only to a limited extent. 
Full fielding t J&ls recently . requested by President Nixon t might enable some 
students to attend the University /who now attend community colleges 
primarily for financial reasons. 

4. Basic demographic trends might change if, for example, the ^gher^v crisis 
should^, persist and should encourage a wave of new in-migration toV^^ , 
Galifpmia because of the State's mild climate. 

The University has the obligation to choose from among the-^many possiwlities t^oa^ 
that seem to he the most realistic assumptions about the future, to project its en-f 
rollments according to those assumptions, and to\formulate its future academic 
plans and its budgets in the light of current projections. 

Fiscal Outlook ^ - i/?^ :^^^ j 

State support is always relisted ''in some measy^e to enrollments , and the prospect 
for slower enrollment growth means al^o the prospect for slower groiYth in .fiscal ^ 
r<6sources- Beyond that, the University in* redeiit years has not received gener^ 
fund support from the State commensurate with) the growth of enrollment. Instruc- 
tlinial support pet student on the Universityis 'general campuses, in terms of 
1972-73 dollars^, declined by 27 percent, frbixi approximately $2,830 per student 
in 1960-61 to* $2,080 per student in 1973-74.i Ther^\;T^as^^ j , 

instructional support per. studerift prior to 1$66, Isut jt^ major downtu^ has ois- 
curred since then. One effect bif this fiLscal ^ituatiohC l^ been a steady 'deteriora- 
tion in the student/faculty ratio, as tl^te^IIi^ Unable to adi>^ faculty 
to keep pace with the rise in enrollmeht^Vi v , - i 

Tlie fiscal situation teiceyd by the University is not unique among insfltutions of 
htjfftdr education i^^^^^^^ The costs of higher education. eVeryvfhere have 

ri^eti rapidly, bbtlt/b]4eid^^^ of inflation and because higher eSlucation^does not have 
the same ability' as '"tt|f)s^^ to offset rising costs with rising J)roduictivity - 

there seem to be fev^;;i^hdrt6u^s to the production pf a highly educated individual. 
At the same time, state legislatures are besieged by pressures to meef other^ social 
ne^s ^ith high priorities, in such areas as health and welfare and eityfrohmental 
protection. This meians that the, iJniversity m\jifit-m.jake^^^^t^^^ 
resources as wisely and efficiently as posJ9^^^le^W:^i^ 

demonst;:ate to the State that the need forf/?i;) highly educated iilti^^ as im- 

portant as many other social goals ani^ tSat the Uhiversity:^ w 
economic and social benefits in exchangfjg' for the State*s inyestmentV A 



ACADEMIC PROGBAM AND RESOURCE KANNlNG IN THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVEHSm AND COLLEGES 
1976-77 THROUGH 1980-81. ' 

; • ■ ■ • . ■ , ■ ■ 

. PLANNING FOR RESOURCES IN 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES ' > ' 



/ 

The several planning activities of The California Slate University and Colleges (cutricular, budgeting, facilities) 
cannot, be accurately described as separate entities sinee they are inescapably interrelated; changes in the curricOlar 
• plans'have direct consequences with'regard to budgets and facilitiei^ planning. In like fashion, revisipns of facilities 
plans or budgetaf.y resources have a direct influence on curricular plans. " . 

r • The annual revision of the Fuill-Time Equivalent <FTE) enrollment allocations for the system and each campus is the 
."starting .point" for the annual plannirig cycieL These annual enrollment revisions provide a basis lor the various 
.' planning activities, ranging from budget year adjustments in areas such as faculty staffing |o I0*year adjustments In 
such areas as Jong^apge capital outlay projections. 

Those areas which are particularly relevant to curricular planning are discussed ifi the following pages, namely 
enrollment, faculty staffing, facilities, library developmept and instructionaf Computing/ Current procedures for 
curricular planning, and the relation of these oth^r 'planning activities ^to ciirricOliar planning; are also discussed. In 
; addition* to outlining the proced^jires noW .iri u^,'a summary of po^ibte future developments in each of th^ 
planning areas is provided. t 

Enrollment Projections/; , 

Projected allocations of; Full-Time Equivalent Enrollments for a peridd' pf ten years are updated and revised 
annually. Most adjustments result from changes in the experience data which form the basis for three components of 
FulNTime Equivalent Enrollment projections; jfio^tiiWtion projections, participation rates, and average student lirfit 
load. :* ' ' * . ... ••••^•f^;;: ' ' 

Popula^tion pi^ojections - , ' • ^ 

These are computed by age category by the Population Research Unit of the St^te;Oeipartmentof 
Finance. ProjeptiOns ^jpertinent to higher education for 18 years in advance are based dn existing 
population dat^y lt is.knovyn on the basis of ^^J^ data that the number of indfvi^ualii^ in the 18*24 
- , year did. age gfo6p |he major source ot thle^l^^^lege population — will peak about 1971 or 1982 

, . and then decline. Thii projection is based upon births that began to decline afteV T964 and is npw 
subject only to variations arising from changes in, migration patterns or death r^ate^. Hpw Jong this 
decline will last beyond the observable period "depends upon fertility behaviQi':^ vvhich a ^ 
• ' consequence of constantly changing economic and social inflgerlces. The Population Research 
- ' Unit, California Department of Finance, has prepared two estrma^s, that appear to be plausible . 
. planning al ternatives, as follows: ; ' \ ' / 

Completed fertility Rate of 2.8, net In-migr^tion of 150,00p {!Seri " 

*■*.. . ■ . , , ' ■ 

' Completed ip^rtllity Rate of 2.1, zero net migration ;(Series E, the ^eplacei:n^nt level'^tjf^ 

V population growjth). ■ f ' " '^^ 



'A 



The XnS. Bureau of the Census has noted a downvyard tren^ in completed fertility rates and is 
utilizing an upper limit of 2.8 births in its high projections and d rate of 1.8 in its low projections. 
Even tinder thi; Series C assumptions, the 18>'^4 age group will peafaKia ld8.1. declin^ by 
approximately t^iB percent through 19.91, and hot reach the 1981 level again until about 2000. 
Under' Series E assumptions the peak occurs in.; 1982 and the decline is approximately 20 percent 
through 1995: the 1982 level is not regained until after the turn of the century. 

Participation rateV > v. * • 

The number of students in the entire civilian population, by a^e category, ib ttne base for the 
participation rate. This is used to convert population projections into estimated of . student 



enrollment. For The California State University and. Colleges, participation rates in the 18-24 yeir 
'old age group have increased in recent years as indicated in Table I: 

TABLE! 



i 




' . s. '. ' ^-^ t 
*-. ■ "■•J ' " 


Participation Rates (Rate per'i,000) in ' 






18-24 


; ■ - . • 


The California State University and Cio.lleges 


• 




/ . Year Old • 


First-time 


.■ , •; 


Continuing J 


total 


Year 


Population 


Frtshmen 


. Transfers 


& Returning 


Undergraduates 


. . ' .. •"■ 
''.•?t9i67 


2,200,500 


7.7 


134 


. 43.9 


64.9 ■ 


1968 


2,290,500 


8.7 . 


15.3 


47.9 i 


71.8^ 


1969- 


2,379,200 


7.7 


14.5 


■■"■';-.^si.5 




1970 


; 2,264,500 , 


. 8.7 


15,4 




83.3 


1971 


2,371,400 


8.4 


16.6 


61.4 


86.4 


1972 


2,430,200 


' 9.5 


17.7 


61.9 ^ 


89,0 


1973 


2,492,400 


9.3 


17.5 


62.7 




1974 


2,556,300 


9.4 


17.0 


61.9 ' 


. 88.3 


1975 ' 


2,613,300 


9.4 


18.3 


63.9 





Projected student enrollments are derived by applying expected participation rates to total civilian i 
population projections. 



3. Average student load ^ . . . ^ 

Estimates of average student load are used 'within the system to convert, projections of student 
enrollments to Full-Tjme Equivalent Studenls (FTES). The average number of units taken by students In 
all categories has cpnsistently deqiined since 1970; ds ihown nqjable II. ^ 

■■■■■■ ■ ■ ... 



TABLE tl 



Average Number of Uhits.For Which Stadents Enroll 
By Class Level/ Fall Term*^ > - *' 



■ Year 


Freshman 


. fibphjornore :' ' 


Junior 




Graduate 


Total 


1965 




• "'13.5 -^i 


"12.6 


12.0 


6.4 




/ 1^66 ' 


";i,;;^3.9 , 


13.6 - 


12.7 


' 1^-3 


6.9 


11.6 


^^1967 


13.8 


13.6 


12.7 


. i2.6 


7.2 


11:7 


19^8 


13.9 


13,6 


12.9 


12:7 ^ 


7.4 


, ; 11,9 


1969 . 


14.2. 


13.9 


,J3.2 


13.0 


. 7.8 ' •■ 




' 1970 


14.0 


14>0 


13.3 


13.2 • ■ ^ 






1971 , 

1972" *i 


13.7 


' 13.6 


12.7: 


12.7 V 


8.1 


11. a 


. 1I7 


13.3 


/ 12.5 


12.5 ^ 


• 7.9 


11,8 


19^^ 


,13.7* 


13.2* 


12.3 


12.4 \ 


8.0 


11,7 " 


1974' \.-' 


13.6 


13.2 


. 12.3 


12,1 - * 


l.T 


11.5, 


1975 „ 


13.4 


13.0 


, 12J2 


12,0 


7.6 


11.4 


, IPr'eKm 


inary) \ 













Expectations about slo\^ed enrollment grpWth and eventci'ally no gp,wthVare based on the first of these 

three elemc^nts, population projections. Consistent declines in average student load, the third element, do nbt liltei^ 
these expectation? as far as Full-Time Equivialent enrollmentJproieC|Mo(ii are conc^rnea^ It is the second of the two 
elernehts,' namely p9rtlcipation rate, which account^ at pr'esentlfor unexpected enrollment 'developments.. In.the fall 



^Source; Oivision^of Institutional Research/March 1976.' 



'^f 197S;FTE eyollmfeqt ^in T he California State University and Colleges and in many other institutions across the 
oouotry exceeded prtfjectjprwr. While the reaspns for this are not enilr^^ly ijcnown. preiiminarjy data indi<;S|e that the 
increase was/fbt due to increaseis in average student unit load (this conttnued^^tQ dec^^jn^), nor was ifdue to errors in 
populatibn projections, it seems to have been caused exclusively by a sudden ^injcre^ 

especially those of continuing students. • : ! ^ ■'^■\\ '''.:' ^ -'rr 

' - • ■ - ' ^ ' . •. . ' 

Given that tl^e unexpected PTE increase was caused by an increase in participation rates, and given that there were 
not unexpected changes in the other two variables, some assumption^ can^be made about the effects cirf this recent 
development on future enrollment projections. 



Firstly rt the participation rates hold at or slightly below the new levels and the two other variables continue as 
anticipated, the effect will be growth at essentially the same rate as previously projected {but starting with a higher, 
base. Jhis is in fact the assumption underlying current Revisions in enrollment allocations. Table 111 shows pasj: rates 
of FT€ growth. The rate of grovvth has slowed considerably arid is exjiected to remain atjower levels until 1983^84, 
when a systemWide enrollment decline is projected. Adjustments pufrenfly being m^de in the FTE projections fc^r- 
the system are shown in Table IV. 



TABLE III 



Reported! Annual Full- 



the Academic Years 









1966-67 


Campus 


196647 


196748 


I96H49 


Bakcnfwld ,^ 




281 


'■ ■ ' ' V 
' iJ58 


Chico 


SA3S [ 


' *^7?9-' 


7,431 


Oommgucz HilK ; v 


118 


m 


• 89(f 


• Fresno " " 


7.406 


8,187 


9J05 


Fulkrton . .. u 


5J00 


6.4J8 


7.913 


Hjyward 


4.1 S3 


5.35J 


6.675 


Hum1)oidt 


• ^.971 


■;.460 


4.1 6H 


Long B^^acti' • 


I4i50 


V. 16.090 


I8J6I 


Lot Aitgcfet-: 




. 12.452 


I3.44>> 


Sotlhtidps 


TO)JJ9 




13,471 


Pomona 


4.883 


5J90 . 


V,' ^t^^ 


SacViimen|fi 


7J70 . 


8.980 


; I(J.49I 


San«B<rnarttino 


SIS 


'807 




'.;S«nX>i«go ' 


I^D73 


15^57 


r7^29 


' Caltxko Center 


I3A 


167 


' 154. 


San Francisco 


IJ.63S 


IJJ85 


i^.285 


San Jo^ 


16.491 


17^164 


.Ujil6 


San Luii.ObiipD 


7.457 


8.102 


i /9J)3 


Sqr^uma'^ 


I.I4S 


1.6J4 


^^2.527^ 


Stanisiaus 


706 


934 , 


■}\ ) IJ47 


.■. • .. '1 
' System Toials 


' 129.441 


143.627 


' . 162.438 


Tuul RE Increase. By Y^r • 


lJi)79 


' 14.186 


I8ill 


Percent Increase, By Vear ^.^ 


11% 


\\% 


14^ 



1969.70 



1970^71 



1971.72 



1972.73 




-iii^.25,4 
18.816 



197^74. 1974-75 



J 



2jWi 

M;6I2 

4.491 , 
t4.U05 

20.K?M 
ISA)26 . 

i>i49 
' 15.225 
2JI43 
23.297 

lij^d 

I9J37 • 

13.606* 
5.|>i , 
2^02 ' 

22I.;H5 

3.210 



r 



* CalfXicoCiknier data included ai pan of Sari Diego SUie.Univcrsiiy figures. 



TABLE W . 

Comparison pf . f .eji^uairy .1*"975 Annual PTE Pjdjej;ti(^ 

;iiitarrch'i9>df Anriuil PTE Projettioili*."' V ., 



FeBruary 1975 ; 

Allocations 
Growth Rate 
.JLfrdm previous year) 

March 1976 

Allocations • 
Girowth Rate 
(from previous year) 



197S-76 
223,900 

+1.0%: 

230,340 

(estimated) 
- +4.1%' 



1976-77 



226.7^ 



+1.3% 

232,700 

(budget) 
+1.0% 

/ 



^977-78 

•229.600 

+1.3% 

237,320 / 
+1.9% 



1980-81 
2.40.800, 

+0.8% 

249,660 
+1.6% 



1983-84 . 
241.00Q. , 

, -0.2% 
25?j570i 



TSource: Division of Institutional Research, March 1976. 



It is consequently not anticipated trat the enrbltorent increase experienced in the 1975-76, academic year will 
provide enduring relief from the^difficulties caused by stow or no enribllrhent grovi/th. These difficulties result from 
the practice of using FTE as the basis for generating resources and the rfiiiance on gi'owth to generate new resources 
annually. The effects of this decline in growth rate are discussed in each of the iTHdividual planning areas lolloyving. 



] 
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